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McLaughlin; Prof. E. West; Prof. J. Whitelaw; Dean 
J.C. Callaghan 


Call to order 

The meeting was called to order at 2:05 p.m. 

Dr. O'Brien pointed out that there was always a considerable turnover in the 
membership of Senate for the September meeting and he felt it would be 
useful at the beginning of the meeting to invite members to give their name 
and the particular group from which the member comes. 

He advised that the first two items on the agenda were to be dealt with in 
Closed Session and he asked that anyone in attendance who was not a 


member of Senate to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. J. ORNSTEIN, SECONDED BY MR. B. 
RENNIE, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETINGS OF 
MAY 14, 28, ANB 31, 1 976, HE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Chairman's Remarks 


With respect to enrolments for the current year, Dr. O'Brien explained that it 
was too early to release specific figures because these figures continue to 


change in the weeks that follow the main registration period. He anticipated 
that formal figures would be available for information at the October 1976 
Senate meeting. At this point, he would simply say that, overall, it appears 
that the enrolment experience this year has been satisfactory. There are no 
major surprises and we are perhaps more likely to be higher rather than 
lower on many of the individual projections. 


Concerning the financial position of the University, Dr. O'Brien advised 
that there has been no significant change within the last six months. The last 
financial year has been closed out with the books showing a deficit in the 
order of two million dollars. The original prediction was for a deficit of 
three and one quarter million dollars, the improvement being a result of a 
revision in the grant partly because of higher enrolment figures. There are 
still outstanding at this point items which were outstanding last May and 
June. These include the question of the cost of the merger, for which we 
have not yet received a definitive answer, although we have been assured 
that we will receive one very soon, and also the major question concerning 
the "integration of personnel" which relates to the changes in salary scales 
for support staff that came about at the time of the civil service settlement 
about four years ago. The expectation is that when these two items are 
settled out the result would be to cover the accumulated deficit of the 
University up to May 31, 1976. 


With respect to the Capital Budget for 1976/77, the annual order in Council 
has not yet been passed and we are still waiting to hear what this budget is. 
The Capital Budget covers money that we spend on equipment and major 
repairs and changes in the buildings. We have already spent what we expect 
to receive whenever the Order in Council is passed on the presumption that 
the amount available for this year will be much like that calculated under the 
same rules used in the past two years. The other part of the Capital Budget 
includes new buildings and in this area three item are under serious 
consideration. These consist of a single major building on the Sir George 
Williams campus, which in the first instance, is for a new Library; an 
extension of the Vanier Library on the Loyola campus; and the construction 
of an additional floor on the Drummond Science Building on the Loyola 
campus, for general purposes. 


Concerning the Senate agenda for the coming year, Dr. O'Brien explained 
that the agenda for this meeting has been organized by the Steering 
Committee in an attempt to deal with a certain number of questions which 
are left over from last year and other item which are relatively new. The 
order of business has been arranged in an attempt to dispose of as many 
matters as may be possible at this meeting because it is unlikely in October 
that Senate will be dealing with matters that are not dealt with today. Two 
meetings have been scheduled in October, the first will be on the topic of the 
future of Science, and the second will be the annual meeting to deal with 
curriculum changes. There will be a number of matters concerning academic 
regulations, apart from those regulations which were approved by Senate 
last spring, which are in various stages of preparation and will be brought 
forward later in the year. 
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Question Period 


With respect to the fifteen-minute time limitation on the "Question Period", 
Dr. O'Brien explained that this is an attempt by the Steering Committee to 
cope with the problem of unduly long "Question Periods" and undoubtedly, 
the Steering Committee will be reviewing the experience and if fifteen 
minutes proves to be an inappropriate limit, he felt sure that the Committee 
would suggest a change in the time factor. The thrust of the matter was to 
turn this into a genuine "Question Period" and hot make it the occasion for 
extended debate on various matters. 


Responding to a question concerning the location and area of the proposed 
new building on the Sir George Williams campus, Dr. O'Brien advised that 
since the University does not own land in the downtown area in the same 
sense that it would in a campus environment, the building will be built on 
the best piece of land which can be acquired for that purpose when the 
authorization is obtained. The most obvious place to look is on the various 
parking lots in the area of the Hall Building. Essentially, the proposal is to 
construct a library building which would replace the library facilities 
presently located in the Norris Building. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the Committee on Priorities and Resource 
Allocation is alive and functioning. The Committee became operational at 
the beginning of the second term last year and spent the second term taking 
cognizance of the various documents that bear on the long and middle range 
future of the University. The Committee intends to spend the first term of 
this year in a varies of meetings with the Deans of the various Faculties and 
has asked the Dean to inform the Committee as to what the Faculty is doing, 
what its plans are, and what its strong and weak points are. The purpose of 
this is to inform the Committee on the potentials and priorities of the 
University as these things have worked out in the individual Faculties. The 
second term will be spend in pulling together this information and preparing 
a report eventually for Senate. 


With respect to reports concerning outside bodies, Dr. O'Brien drew the 
attention of Senate to the appearance of Cahier IV which is the fourth 
volume of the Conseil des Universités' study on the major orientations of 
Quebec Universities. 


Concerning the report from the Registrar on Undergraduate Academic 
Regulations, Mr. Adams advised that he has distributed document 
US-76-7-D17 explaining that this was the result of a request by Senate at 
the end of last year to pull together those items which had been approved 
during the course of last year and to present them in a form as they would 
appear in the University Calendar. The first seven pages of the document 
relate to the Grading System and the Failure Regulations, and the last page 
represents a portion of the regulations concerning "distinction". The 
document (US-76-7-D17) is being tabled for the information of Senate. 
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Appointments 


Steering Committee Election 


Concerning the election of Steering Committee members, Dr. O'Brien 
explained the composition of the Committee as contained in the document 
establishing the Standing Committees of Senate. 


He pointed out that the Secretary has prepared document US-76-7-D2 as a 
ballot which lists the names of members of Senate in each Faculty who are 
eligible for election to the Steering Committee, having previously served at 
least one year on the Senate. 


Professors G. Brink, H. Enesco, M. Hogben, M. Osman, and R. Smith 
requested that Senators vote otherwise than for themselves. 


Serious objection was voiced over the practise of faculty members asking 
that their names be withdrawn, it being argued that all persons listed are 
probably equally overburdened already, and understandably, everyone 
could make a convincing case to have their names withdrawn. Senate 
should pay more attention to the question of withdrawal. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that all the names are still there and pointed out that it 
was entirely open for Senators to vote for any of the names on the list 
(DOC-US-76-7-D2). 


Mr. Ken Adams was asked to collect and count the ballots. He was assisted 
by Prof. Bordan. 


Mr. B. Rennie (Loyola) and Mr. J. Di Lalla (SGW) were nominated as 
student representatives to the Steering Committee. 


It was pointed out that not all of the Sir George Williams student Senators 
had been consulted on Mr. Di Lalla's nomination and it was agreed that the 
nomination from the Sir George Williams student Senators not be 
considered at this time. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. BUSHE, SECONDED BY PROF. XISTRIS, 
THAT MR. BRIM RENNIE BE APPOINTED TO THE STEERING 
COMMITTEE. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


It was agreed that Senate proceed to the next item of business while the 
ballots for faculty representatives were being counted. 


Board of Governors Commission on Rights and Responsibilities 


With respect to appointments to the Board of Governors Commission on 
Rights and Responsibilities, Dr. O'Brien advised that the three documents 
relating to this item were US-76-7-D3; US-76-7-D18; and US-76-7-D20. 
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He explained that document US-76-7-D18 was the final form of the Board 
of Governors resolution concerning the Commission, which incorporates 
amendments previously suggested by Senate. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. ADAMS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE. THAT THE FOLLOWING BE APPOINTED TO THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS COMMISSION ON RIGHTS AND 
RESPONSIBILITIES (DOCS-US-76-7-D3 AND US-76-7-D20). 


PROF. M. BRIAN MR. D. REICHER 
PROF. H. MANN MR. R. PARSONS 
PROF. M. DANIS MS. A. MARLEAU 
PROF. M. VERTHUY MR. J. MATHEWSON 


PROF. M. FRANKLIN 


It was noted that a vacancy exists for a nomination from the Loyola Evening 
Students Association. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Library Committee 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BESSNER, SECONDED BY MR. RENNIE, 
THAT PROF. O. SCHWELB, FACULTY OF ENGINEERING (TO 1978) 
AND MR. JACK ANDERSON, DAY STUDENTS ASSOCIATION (TO 
1977) BE APPOINTED TO THE SENATE LIBRARY COMMITTEE 
(DOC-US-76-7-D4(a)). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Concordia Council on Student Life 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. RENNIE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT PROFESSORS L. ADLER, P. BRUNET, W. 
GILSDORF, S. ROBBINS, AND L. VAN TOCH BE APPOINTED TO 
THE CONCORDIA COUNCIL ON STUDENT LIFE AND THAT THE 
COUNCIL BE ASKED TO DETERMINE WHICH PERSONS SHALL 
HAVE A ONE-YEAR TERM IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 
CONSTITUTION, AND TO SO INFORM SENATE. (DOC-US-76-7-D6). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VERSCHINGEL, SECONDED BY MS. 
TURINI, THAT PROF. L. SHERMAN, FACULTY OF FINE ARTS, BE 
APPOINTED TO THE PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION 
COMMITTEE (TO 1977) (DOC-US-76-7-D19). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 
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IT WAS MOVED BY MR. RENNIE, SECONDED BY MS. PARSONS, 
THAT MS. R. PRZESTRZELSKI BE APPOINTED AS AN EVENING 
STUDENT REPRESENTATIVE TO THE COMMITTEE ON PRIORITIES 
AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION. 


It was pointed out that the SGW Part-Time Students have not yet met to 
consider an appointment to this committee and therefore at this point, there 
was not the possibility of having an evening student appointment at this 
time. 


It was argued that, in view of the fact that there exists only the possibility of 
one day and one evening student from across the University, the only fair 
process to achieve this is to have the respective student associations submit 
their nominations to the student Senators who will then decide on a single 
nomination. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. MATHEWSON, SECONDED BY MRS. 
LOWENSTEYN, THAT THE ELECTION OF STUDENT 
REPRESENTATIVES TO THE PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE 
ALLOCATION COMMITTEE BE TABLED. 

- THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS VOTED ON AND WAS ACCEPTED - 


Fellowship, Scholarship and Awards Policy Committee 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. MATHEWSON, SECONDED BY MkR:. 
HEATH, THAT MR. LEONARD RUDNER, DAY STUDENTS 
ASSOCIATION, BE APPOINTED TO THE FELLOWSHIP, 
SCHOLARSHIP AND AWARDS POLICY COMMITTEE 
(DOC-US-76-7-D21). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Curriculum Coordinating Committee 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. RENNIE, SECONDED BY MR. BUSHE, 
THAT MR. BRIM PAGNUCCO, BE APPOINTED AS THE LOYOLA 
STUDENT REPRESENTATIVE TO THE CURRICULUM 
COORDINATING COMMITTEE. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Steering Committee Elections (cont'd) 


Dr. O'Brien announced that as a result of the first ballot the following have 
been elected to the Steering Committee: 
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Prof. G.D. Xistris - Engineering 


Prof. G. Gross - Fine Arts 

Prof. J. Chaikelson - S.G.W. Arts 

Prof. M. Cohen - S.G.W. Science 

Prof. S. McEvenue - Loyola Arts and Science 


The election of a faculty representative from Commerce and Administration 
ended in a tie vote between Prof. L. Bessner and Prof. E. West. It was 
agreed that while the second round of balloting was in progress, Senate 
proceed to the next item of business. 


Awards and Festival for Creative Work in the Arts 


Dr. O'Brien explained that document US-76-7-D7 is a report on the Festival 
of last year and also contains a proposal that the Festival be run again this 
year, with certain changes. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. RENNIE, SECONDED BY PROF. XISTRIS, 
THAT THE REPORT CONCERNING THE AWARDS AND FESTIVAL 
FOR CREATIVE WORK IN THE ARTS (DOC-US-76-7-D7) BE 
APPROVED. 

-MOTION CARRIED - 

IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY MR. 
HORGAN THAT THE APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO THE 
ORGANIZING COMMITTEE (DOC-US-76-7-D8) BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


M. A. in Applied Psychology Option: 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. 
CHAIKELSON, THAT THE M.A. APPLIED PSYCHOLOGY OPTION 
IN THE PSYCHOLOGY OF VISUAL DEFICITS, BE APPROVED 
(DOC-US-76-6-D11). 


It was explained that the title of the programme was changed because 
"Specialization for the Visually Handicapped" was ambiguous and could 
mean that we wished to train the visually handicapped which is not the case. 
Also, the word "Handicapped" is presently considered to be a derogatory 
term. 


- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED - 
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Appointments (cont'd) 


Steering Committee Election 


Dr. O'Brien announced that as a result of the second ballot, Prof. Bessner 
has been elected to the Steering Committee of Senate. 


Report from the Task Force on Commerce and Administration Courses 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the report from the Task Force on Commerce and 
Administration Courses (DOC-US-76-7-D9) would normally have been 
presented by Prof. Whitelaw, who unfortunately is not able to be at this 
meeting. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. L. SMITH, SECONDED BY PROF. 
COHEN, THAT THE REPORT (DOC-US-76-7-D9) BE TABLED TO 
THE NEXT SENATE MEETING. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Proposal re: Graduate Grading System 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DEAN 
VERSCHINGEL, THAT THE MODIFICATIONS TO THE GRADUATE 
GRADING SYSTEK (DOC-US-76-7-D10) BE APPROVED FOR 
IMPLEMENTATION EFFECTIVE JUNE 1, 1977. 


Dean French explained that the proposals contained in the document were 
the result of very detailed study by the Board of Graduate Studies in 
1975/76; The recommendations were submitted to Senate in the spring of 
1976 and the Steering Committee asked B.G.S. to reconsider this proposal 
in the. light of the new undergraduate grading system. B.G.S. did this at its 
meeting of September 30, 1976, and decided unanimously that this system 
(DOC-US-76-7-D10O) better meets the needs of the Graduate programmes. 


Responding to a question concerning practises at other Universities, Dean 
French advised that it would be correct to say that the use of words such as 
"honours" and "satisfactory" is extremely tare and either an A, B, C, system 
or a numerical system, is the norm. The proposed new system would be 
better understood outside Concordia. He also emphasized that this proposal 
evolved throughout 1975/76 quite independently of the process at the 
undergraduate level and, in fact, during the past four or five years the 
members of B.G.S. have expressed a need to modify the graduate grading 
system. 


The feeling was expressed that the "Fail/absent" grade was misleading and 
possibly too strong in that a student who has not completed the required 
work is not absent in the same sense as an undergraduate student who fails 
to show up for an Pyamination and it was suggested that a more accurate 
designation might be "Fail/Incomplete." 


The "C" grade was questioned and it was wondered how many universities 
include a "C" grade as a passing grade and what precisely is meant by a"C" 
grade as a marginal pass or a near fail. This was being asked in the context 
of the situation where we already permit a student to fail a graduate course 
and to be reinstated, which situation is closer to the norm rather than the 
exception. To what degree are we creating situations where students fail or 
have a series of near failures and yet continue to be reinstated into the 
graduate programme? To what extent is a graduate "C" the same or different 
to an undergraduate "C"? 


It was explained that the B.G.S. wishes to have a '"C" grade because many 
teachers of graduate courses believe that there is a certain class of student 
who in a genuine sense deserves to pass the course but at the same time, the 
student has not done as well as he or she ought to have done in the graduate 
programme in general. There have been many complaints about the old 
system over the years, in that, when you are confronted with this kind of 
borderline case, you either had to give a student a "Bit or satisfactory grade, 
which is more than what the student deserves, or you had to fail the student, 
which is equally unjust in the other direction. It was pointed out that the 
concern over the possible accumulation of "C" grades was covered by the 
statement in the first paragraph that "each programme will introduce a rule 
limiting the number of such grades a graduate student may have, and still 
qualify for a degree." This is broadly stated because the number of courses 
in a programme vary so considerably. 


It was felt that the regulation limiting the number of licit grades should be 
approved by B.G.S. in advance. 


It was explained that the intention of B.G.S. was that the rule limiting the 
number of "C" grades be submitted to B.G.S. for approval. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECONDED 
BY DEAN FRENCH, THAT THE RULE REFERRED TO IN THE FIRST 
PARAGRAPH OF DOCUMENT US-76-7-D10 LIMITING THE 
NUMBER OF "C" GRADES, MUST BE APPROVED BY THE BOARD 
OF GRADUATE STUDIES. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED - 


With respect to the former designations of "Honours" and "Satisfactory," it 
was explained that many people felt that the "Satisfactory" grade was too 
grudging praise and that there was something ungenerous in calling 
someone's work "satisfactory." At the same time, the trend was observed 
that the original expected tendency, which was that 90% of the graduate 
students would be firmly proclaimed to be "Satisfactory" and 10% would be 
called "Honours" had eroded to a situation in which 50% of the students 
were called "Honours" [ and 50% were called "Satisfactory." 


It was argued that the intention was to differentiate between clearly passing 
students who, within themselves could be differentiated in their achievement 
yet were not of a calibre to which one would apply words like "Honours it 


or "Excellent" and the proposed solution has created an unfortunate 
ambiguity through the use of phrases such as "warning grade signalling a 
near fail" or "marginal pass." What we want is a situation where the student 
has clearly passed but may be distinguished from a very good pass which is 
not yet a distinguished achievement. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SEEPS, SECONDED BY 
DEAN CAMPBELL, THAT THE WORD "MARGINAL" ATTACHED TO 
THE "C" GRADE AND THE PHRASE NARNING GRADE 
SIGNALLING A NEAR FAIL" IN THE GENERAL DESCRIPTION, BE 
ELIMINATED. (DOC-US-76-7-D10). 


The amendment would solve the problem of the excessively broad category 
of "Satisfactory" and at the same time would eliminate the phrase "warning 
grade signalling a near fail" which seems to be implicitly unnecessary in the 
same sense that a "D" grade for an undergraduate is not called a near fail, 
which-of course everyone knows it is because the only grade below it is a 
fail. 


It was pointed out that B.G.S. strongly felt the need for a "C" grade which 
was linked to the notion of having a warning grade signalling a near fail and 
deleting the word "marginal" would represent a significant departure from 
what' was being proposed by B.G.S. 


It was suggested that the objective of B.G.S. was already covered by the 
proposal to limit the number of "C" grades. 


It was argued that if it is the intention of Senate, as it was the intention of 
B.G.S., to have the number of "C"'s kept low, the phrase "marginal" is a 
useful peg to embody in the legislation the fact that "C"'s are marginal. 


It was also pointed out that there was a body of opinion at B.G.S. that 
wanted only two passing grades and the third level was only brought in on 
the condition that a punitive note be attached to the "C" grade. Also, the 
word "warning" will not occur either in the Calendar or on the transcript. 


Dr. O'Brien noted that in this particular grading system, unlike the one that 
Senate dealt with last spring, there is another body, the B.G.S., which has 
gone over the same ground in great detail and while Senate has the final 
responsibility and authority over this matter, it would be Wise for Senate, 
where it disagrees in a major way with the revisions, to be fully aware of 
what the B.G.S. views and thought processes were. The two issues which 
have so far surfaced in the debate were the matter of "marginal pass" and the 
"fail/absent" grade and he suggested that it would be more satisfactory at 
this time to concentrate on identifying any further areas which some 
significant body of opinion in Senate disagrees with what is being 
proposed. We could then ask B.G.S. to reconsider those areas in the light 
of the concern voiced in Senate and report back their views at a next 
meeting. 


It was argued that the question of distinguishing between the honours 
student and the ordinary good student has not really been answered. There 
still seams to be a difficulty in categorizing students between the "A!' 
student and the "B" student. All that we done is to isolate the "C's and a 
possible question is should they be in Graduate Studies in the first place? 


Support was voiced for the suggestion that the proposal be returned to the 
B.G.S. for reconsideration in the light of concerns which have been raised 
in Senate. 


It was felt that two attempts seem to have been made in changing the 
grading system. One has been to provide three grades which are passing 
grades without any comments attached to them. The other is the need for a 
marginal pass. Is the proposed grading system trying to solve both issues at 
the same time, or just one of them? If we are trying to resolve both, then the 
amendment to limit the number of "C"'s may be an unsuccessful halfhearted 
attempt to do this. If we are trying to solve only one of them, we either have 
the marginal grade or we don't. 


It was argued that there is not just one, two or three problem with the 
grading system. There are three different views among engineers as to what 
are the problems with the grading system in Engineering. There is a similar 
situation among the people in Arts. Every Faculty believes it sees a different 
problem with grading systems. While it is true that there are some 
programmes where 50 percent of the students get honours, it is also true 
that there are other programmes where only 5, 8 or 10 percent of the 
students receive honours. Different programmes have identified different 
problems with the graduate grading system in their own areas. 


Concerning a question on the detail of B.G.S. debates which might be 
reflected in the B.G.S. minutes, Senate was advised that the full dimension 
or the complexity, or fullness of analysis of the complexity of the problems, 
by the members of B.G.S., would not be reflected adequately in the 
minutes. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that he sensed a certain consensus to refer the proposal 
back to the B.G.S. but he would be inclined to leave relatively open to the 
judgement of Dean French and Dr. Despland to decide whether the Board 
should be invited to re-debate the whole matter or that certain specific points 
should be taken to the Board, and whether the record in the minutes or in 
some other way might provide elucidation to Senate on certain points. 


He pointed out that the concern around the "C" and the "marginal pass" has 
been explored; that the problem of "Fail/Absent" has been mentioned; and 
that a third problem concerning the criteria distinguishing between the "A" 
and "B" and the question as to whether or not there is a need for a greater 
number of sub-divisions other than these two basic ones, has been raised. 


With respect to the third problem mentioned, Dean French advised that that 
particular view was put forward by some of the constituencies that were 
consulted and the document (US-76-7-D10) now before Senate represents a 
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compromise position of dozens of radically conflicting views that was 
finally agreed to after five or six years of debate. B.G.S. would be glad to 
provide Senate with all of the minutes of all of the discussions and also the 
statistics. 


It was also suggested that it would be useful for Senate to have some 
specification of the different criteria that are being used by the different 
Faculties. If the grading criteria is going to be radically different between the 
various Faculties, this should be articulate in a document that may be 
re-submitted to Senate by B.G.S. 


It was suggested that in order to tighten the procedure for keeping an "In 
Progress" grade designated "In Progress", in addition to the Instructor's 
signature, the signatures of the Programme Director and the Dean of 
Graduate Studies should also be required. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. RENNIE, SECONDED BY MS. TURINI, 
THAT THE MOTION AND THE AMENDMENT BE TABLED AND 
THAT THE MATTER BE REFERRED TO DEAN FRENCH TO 
PROVIDE SUCH FURTHER INFORMATION OR 
RECONSIDERATION AS MALY BE USEFUL TO SENATE. 


- MOTION TO TABLE WAS CARRIED - 


Serious concern was expressed over the possible damage we are doing by 
constantly tabling and sending issues back. Somehow the system is wrong 
if we give responsibilities to certain bodies of Senate who spend hours 
debating issues and produce recommendations to Senate only to have them 
sent back for reconsideration. Many reports are sent to Faculty Councils 
first for opinion, who spend a lot of time developing arguments in support 
of certain things, and when it comes forward to Senate, in our wisdom we 
send it back. It does a lot of damage. Because there is no duplicate 
membership and because people who participate in the debate in one council 
are not sitting on Senate and vice-versa, there is a breakdown in 
communication. In the end, this will lead to a situation where Counsellors 
will say that if this is in Senate's domain to make that decision, let Senate 
make it and don't waste our time. This was being raised as a general issue, 
but it is happening more and more frequently, and might require some 
thought. 


It was argued that there was something also to be said for committees 
providing Senate with sufficient background documentation when 
submitting reports. 


Fellowship, Scholarship and Awards Policy 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the origins of the document (US-76-7-D11) are 
summarized in the covering memorandum from the Steering Committee. If 
Senate were simply to pass this document, the two noticeable changes that 
would take place are those listed in the memorandum. He pointed out that 
much of the document deals with the mandate and membership of the 


suggested Committee, noting that, because of the overlap with the financial 
administration of the University in the area of scholarships, the 
implementation of the proposal would require the approval of the Board of 
Governors. 


He suggested that Senate concentrate on the "Policy" as outlined on the top 
of page 2 of the document. 


With respect to the proposal that the two Financial Aid Officers "Will be 
nonvoting members, and will serve as joint secretaries, Dean Flynn advised 
that it has been agreed by Dean Audet and the Vice-Rector that only one of 
the Financial Aid Officers should act as Secretary and the Financial Aid 
Officers have agreed that it should be Mrs. Haffey. Dr. O'Brien suggested 
that this be brought forward as an amendment at the appropriate time. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that the two policy proposals be separated from the 
questions of the detail of the Committee structures. He advised that the 
"Notes" on page 3 (DOC-US-76-7-D11) do not require Senate approval. 


With respect to policy proposal number 2, (page 2, DOC-US-76-7-D11), it 
was suggested that clearly what we want to say is that we would not wish to 
associate ourselves with an award that excluded some population on the 
grounds of sex, creed or ethnic origin. Also, it was wondered if Senate 
would feel as strongly that we do not wish to be associated with awards that 
might be directed to a defineable minority and the feeling was expressed that 
the application of the proposed policy would preclude this, which would be 
regrettable. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that policy proposal number 2 was one of the specific 
recommendations from the Senate Committee on Fellowships, Scholarships 
and Awards Policy which was presented to Senate a year ago. 


It was wondered if, given the wording of policy number 2, we would 
continue to accept existing awards which have restrictive conditions. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that we would have to exercise a certain amount of 
common sense in applying this policy to existing awards. Universities have 
awards which are restrictive in many ways and the older the University the 
more likely it is to have accumulated awards of this kind. Increasingly, 
Universities have run into difficulties with this type of award because in the 
last ten or fifteen years it has become less and less acceptable to society at 
large that one discriminate in favour of particular groups. It might be more 
accurate to say that there are periodic shifts in the groups in favour of 
whom discrimination is socially acceptable. Increasingly, the Universities, 
as public institutions, have found that it is impractical and 
counter-productive to attempt to accept and deal with such scholarships. If 
some are already on the books, and if they do not happen to be too 
offensive to current views, the tendency is to carry on with them. In other 
cases, Universities have attempted to negotiate their way out of scholarships 
which have been inherited in the last century and which appear simply to be 
irrelevant. In Concordia's case, Dr. O'Brien assured Senate that we have 


not inherited a large number of scholarships that would create difficulties for 
us and it is more a matter of current or forward looking consideration in 

this instance rather than an attempt to re-examine what may be on the books. 
Nonetheless, if such a principle is endorsed, we would examine the existing 
scholarships. 


It was argued that on the one hand the University has no business 
establishing or encouraging discriminatory scholarships. On the other hand, 
it is a perfectly legitimate practice in this pluralistic society for a particular 
group to promote, on its own, the interests of a member of that group for 
the advancement of his or her education. Universities should not refuse to 
cooperate in that. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that, in practice, the way we try to cope with this 
problem is by noting the distinction between a scholarship which is given to 
the University and which the University administers, and a scholarship 
which may be established by an outside organization and may be available 
to students at the University.’ In the second instance, it might even be listed 
in the Announcement as a scholarship available to certain students with the 
information as to where and how to apply for it. However, it would not be 
identified as a University scholarship, nor would it be administered by the 
University. 


It was suggested that a third policy be added - "that the University make no 
attempt to distinguish between part-time and full-time students." 


It was suggested that policy number 2 be amended to read that "it is 
University policy to refuse any award that would seek to discriminate 
against a population on the basis of set, creed or ethnic origin" and that a 
rider be added to the effect that when there is no qualified candidate from the 
eligible population, the scholarship-be open to all. 


It was argued that policy number 2 does not go far enough and it was 
suggested that what is needed is a statement that the University is prepared 
to accept scholarships organized by other groups to be administered by 
those groups, and in fact, to establish a formula for that. It was felt that it 
was extremely important to encourage groups that are capable of setting up 
scholarships to do so and to have them listed. Support was voiced for the 
suggestion but it was felt that it was not necessary to make the statement. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that technically speaking, we would not need to say 
it but it might be just as well to make the point clear in whatever 
documentation we end up with. It is in our interest to be open to this kind of 
scholarship and it would be unfortunate to give the impression that we were 
not. 


The feeling was expressed that there should be a section in the Calendar 
which lists certain scholarships and where it is made clear that while these 
are available it is not University policy to establish or administer them. 


It was argued that the notion that we insert something in the Calendar to the 
effect that "we have available to you through outside agencies, certain 
scholarships which we do not encourage" has a negative connotation. If we 
do not encourage it, if we do not want it, we should not list it in the 
calendar. However, it would be quite appropriate to list certain scholarships 
such as the General Motors award, as being available to Concordia 
University students along with information on how one goes about applying 
for it. The important fact is that we do not make the decision as to how or 
when that award is given, and we will not bar the student when the 
student-appears with the award. To list them is one thing, if in fact they are 
not odious, and to actually make the decision is another thing. 


With respect to policy number 2, Dr. O'Brien stated that a number of 
thoughts have been voiced during the debate and he advised that he was 
prepared to get the policy in this area redrafted for a subsequent meeting of 
Senate. He noted that this was a very difficult problem because as soon as 
we Say that our policy is to accept certain scholarships and somebody has to 
decide which ones, we are faced with an extremely difficult policy to make 
functional. 


Responding to a question concerning policy number | (page 2, 
DOC-US-76-7-D11), Dr. O'Brien advised that the thrust of this would be, 
in the case of a Psychology Student Scholarship not to restrict the 
scholarship to the students in one department if there should happen to be 
two departments in two separate Faculties. 


It was suggested that the words "without any distinction between part time 
and full time students" be added to policy number 1. 


It was argued that the phrase "University-wide" already connotes that 
meaning. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that while this could be interpreted into the words 
"University-wide", it is another one of those things that is of such 
significance that it would be best to make it explicit one way or the other. 
The real issue here is whether it is University policy with respect to 
scholarships to make, insofar as it lies within our control, entrance 
scholarships available to any student without distinction between part time 
and full time students. 


He pointed out that by and large this is not the practise insofar as the 
University Entrance and Graduate Scholarships are concerned which the 
University itself established from the general donation money it receives 
from the development fund. These scholarships were established 
specifically for full time students because there was a feeling in the 
University at that time that in order to attract good students, either into the 
Graduate programmes, or from C.E.G.E.P.s or High Schools, such 
scholarships were needed. 


It was argued that the advisability of having Fellowships available for part- 
time students was clear. However, this would require some drafting, 


because a full time student is going to spend and need a lot more money 
while attending University than a student who takes only one course as a 
part-time student. The amount of money allotted would have to be quite 
different. It was suggested that this would requite a graded approach which 
could not be arrived at during the course of this Senate meeting. 


It was felt that it was one thing to be talking about a nominal $50.00 
scholarship and the certificate which goes with it and to say that somewhere 
in the course of the career of a student, either full or part-time, he or she is 
eligible for consideration for that kind of scholarship as a result of the 
internal academic record. In this instance, there should be no need to 
distinguish between a full time or part-time student any more than we make 
such distinction for graduation. Surely we would want to establish 
scholarships that are as broadly based as possible, as the word "foster" 
implies. This should not make it impossible, nonetheless for the University 
to establish, for a particular time, entrance scholarships for full time 
undergraduate students. 


It was pointed out that if we want to attract a larger rather than smaller 
number of students with high academic attainment to the full time 
programmes of the University, in competition with other Universities who 
are offering scholarships, we must do likewise. The point at which the 
University entrance scholarships were established from the development 
fund, they were established precisely for that reason. 


It was suggested that it might be useful at a later date if we could get a 
breakdown of the monies given to full time students vis-a-vis part-time 
students. It was also argued that it has been recognized in the University 
that one of our areas of growth and development is going to be in the 
part-time student area and we cannot afford to ignore the part-time students 
in our University. 


It was felt that for the purpose of this debate we could probably agree to 
policy number 1, leaving aside the question of part-time students because it 
is too complex an issue. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that there was no great urgency to vote on either of 
the two policies at this time and advised that he would undertake to have 
them looked at again. However, he pointed out that there was a third 
principle involved here, that is, the matter of replacing the three Committees 
which now exist with a single Committee to do the same things the three 
Commit tees are now doing and whatever else may evolve in the future. He 
asked Senate to consider this now. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BESSNER, THAT SENATE APPROVE THE REPLACING OF THE 
THREE COMMITTEES THAT SHARE THE RESPONSIBILITIES FOR 
RECOMMENDING POLICY AND MAKING UNDERGRADUATE 
AWARDS WITH A SINGLE COMMITTEE (AS OUTLINED IN 
DOCUMENT US-76-7-D11) WITH BOTH RESPONSIBILITIES, WITH 
THE CHANGE THAT "THE TWO FINANCIAL AID OFFICERS WILL 


76-8-23 


BE NON-VOTING MEMBERS. ONE OF THEM WILL BE 
DESIGNATED BY THE CHAIRMAN OF SENATE TO SERVE AS 
SECRETARY." 


AN AMEWMENT WAS MOVED BY MRS. LOWENSTEYN, 
SECONDED BY MR. REM. IE, THAT TWO EVENING STUDENTS, 
ONE FROM EACH CAMPUS, BE ADDED TO THE COMMITTEE. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED - 


- THE MAIN MOTION AS AMENDED WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


It was pointed out that a number of other Universities include, as policy, A 
procedure that encourages students who do not need the scholarship money 
to reject the money while at the same time receive the honour and it becomes 
a matter of record that they won the scholarship. It was suggested that it 
would be well for us to consider such a policy. 


Adjournment 


The meeting adjourned at 5:30 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


